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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of December 3-4, 2001

Commissioners  AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioner
andalternates  Carol Chandler, ViceChair absent
present  WilliamD.Campbell OdessaP. Johnson
December 3and 4, |rwinS.Fidd*
2001 SusanHammer*
Lancelzumi*
KyoPaul'Jhin
VemaMontoya*
RobertL. Moore
GuillermoRodriguez, J.*
EvonneSeron Schulze
OliviaK.Singh
HowardWeinsky
MélindaG. Wilson**
(* PresentonMonday, December 3only; ** present Tuesday, December 4 only)
Calltoorder  Commission Chair Arkatov called the Monday, December 3, 2001, California Post-
secondary Education Commission meeting to order at 1:15 p.m. inthe Auditorium of
the Richard Riordan Centrd Library, 506 South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles, Cdlifor-
nia Heaskedfor acall of theroll.
Call oftheroll Executive Secretary Judy Harder caledtheroll. All Commissionerswere present ex-
cept Johnson and Wilson. Alternate Commissioner Montoyawas aso present.
Presentation  Chair Arkatov introduced former Colorado Governor Roy Romer who is now Super-
of Los Angeles intendent of theLosAngelesUnified School District.
School District . o . :
Superintendent Superintendent Romer reported on some recent activities, including having recently met

Romer

with the superintendents of the 10 largest citiesin the country to discuss high schools
and secondary school literacy. Hereviewed the outcomes of those discussions.

Mr. Romer said adirected, structured, rigorous curriculum was put in place with the
LosAngeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and that 450 literacy coacheswere
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placedinthedementary system. Thereisamgor focuson professiona developmentin
addition to coaching for teachersto upgrade their skills. He described some of the
Interactive computer-based toolsbeing used.

Student test scoresin the Los Angeles Unified District, according to Mr. Romer, were
evidencethat changeswere needed in themiddle and high school cultures. The concen-
tration on mathematics and literacy isat the core of the change. Some 20 percent of
youngstersentering grades 6 —9 arereading threeto four level sbelow their gradelevel
and thereisaneed to give them an equivaent of “ Open Court,” aphonics-based con-
centrated program. He outlined new programsthat would help achievethisgod. Addi-
tiondly, hesaid, itisnecessary to place aliteracy coach in each secondary school.

Superintendent Romer noted that there are many problemswith high schools, including
thelarge size of the student bodies. He said research suggeststhat theideal high school
enrollment sizeis 700 students. He also said the high school senior year isnot well
utilized and it would bevery cretiveif the academic structure and space needs could be
addressed through the Commission.

Commissioner Schultz asked about any resentment from the classroom teachersas many
teacher aides were replaced with coaches. Superintendent Romer said he was con-
sciousof someresentment ashe moved $60 million out of Title 1 and into coaching. He
said he sat down with many parents and asked them if they wanted their childrento be
abletoread. Hesaid hetold them the coaches can get that job done but it would reduce
thenumber of teacher aides.

Commissioner Izumi congratulated Governor Romer oningtituting Open Court and the
fact that the results have been achieved in such ashort period of time. He asked what
was the response of teachersto a more highly scripted type of program like Open
Court, asmany of the teacherswho have comeinto the system are not familiar with
directingtruction. Secondly, sncemany of theteachersare productsof theloca schools
of education, he asked if work isbeing done with those schoolsto ensurethat thereisa
greater familiarity with direct instructional methodslike Open Court.

Superintendent Romer said that teachers created gresat resistance and they complained
bitterly inthefirst year. He said the complaintswerefewer in the second year because
teachers saw that the program worked. Inreferenceto theteaching colleges, Governor
Romer declined to comment dueto insufficient familiarity with the particular teaching
colleges. He expressed concern about what happenswhen faculty ceaseslearning new
things. He said the hallmark of the Los Angelesdistrict isthat teachersneed to learn
new thingsor they do not belong. He expressed hopeto be ableto work closer withthe
collegesresponsiblefor teacher education.

Superintendent Romer described the protocol called “Learning Walks.” Hesaid many
principals have not been in the classroom for some time and do not understand what
good instruction is; they do not know how to recognizeit, and therefore they do not
know how to manage toward it. Therefore, the superintendents and principalsare
trainingtodo“Learning Walks.” A group of threeor four walk into aclass, observefor
15 minutesand then they go out into the hall to debrief. He said they look for aclass-
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room inwhich clear expectations are demonstrated, where the students understand
what isexpected, and the interaction between the teacher and student includes account-
abletalk. Through this processthose who are administering schools can learn what
constitutes good instruction and how to manage toward that goal.

Vice Chair Chandler asked about future changes. Superintendent Romer responded
that heisworking through variousideas and that he expectswithinthe next fiveyearsto
haveadl the high schoolson multipletracks. He said heislooking forward to the oppor-
tunity of taking many approaches, including the use of e-learning. Thefactor of limited
available space may force some crestive solutions. Hesaid these effortsarejust begin-
ning and that hard work isunder way to get something accomplished within the next six
months.

Commissioner Hammer asked Superintendent Romer if heand hiscolleagueshad dis-
cussed the concept of a school-within-a-school. He responded in the affirmative and
added that the concept isthe onethat must be utilized because of the size of the build-
ings. Itisavery effective concept, but there are security problemsboth socially and
otherwisewith large schoolsand with thekidswho are not ableto identify with adultsin
asecondary system.

Chair Arkatov thanked Superintendent Romer for his presentation.

Consent calendar

Chair Arkatov asked the Commissionerstolook at theitemslisted in the consent calen-
dar which he said should be moved asasingleitem for consderation of the Commission
asawhole.

Vice Chair Chandler made a motion to adopt the consent calendar, it was seconded
and approved by vote.

Report of the
ExecutiveDirector

Chair Arkatov reported that Director Fox wasrecuperating from surgery and, although
in some pain, he seemed to bedoing well. Chair Arkatov asked Assistant Director
David Leveilleto givethedirector sreport.

Deputy Director Leveille called on staff member Karl Engelbach to describewhat the
Commission’ sFiscd Policy and Analysis Committee intended to in January 2002.

Mr. Engelbach stated that the Commission’ sFiscal Policy and Analysis Committee
would hold aspecial meeting in January 2002 to discussissuesre ating to the budgetary
mattersfor each of the public systemsof higher education aswell asthe Student Aid
Commission. Hesaid the State is experiencing asignificant economic slowdownin
terms of revenue generation and thereisaconcern over theimpact thismay haveon
higher-education system budgets and hence the ability to continue to provide access
and affordability to future sudents.

Deputy Director Leveille noted that theinformation provided in thedirector’ sreport as
part of the agendaregarding the Commission retreat wasnot to stimulate further discus-
sion and debate about theissuesrai sed and the conversations conducted on Coronado
Idand, but rather to provide some understanding of the types of issues discussed and
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thegenerd directionthe Commissionintendsto take over the next few years. Hebriefly
described four thematic areasthat reflect the priorities of the Commission, asfollows:

+ Growth and access,

+ A continuum of preparation of students K-12 through postsecondary education;
+ Baccaaureate degree production; and

+ Workforce preparation and economic devel opment.

Deputy Director Levelllesaid theintentionisfor the Commissionto focus on the post-
secondary needsof Californiaand to continueto interpret and be an advocate for meet-
ing those needsfor all students. He said staff will come back at the February 2002
meeting with further clarificationson aset of recommendationsfor Commission consd-
eration and further the opportunity for dialogue on the Commission’ s strategies and
themes.

Deputy Director Levellleinvited staff member Kathleen Chavirato describe anissue of
ongoing interest to the Commission. Heindicated that the Univergity of CaiforniaBoard
of Regentsrecently adopted acomprehensive admissionspolicy. Ms. Chavirapro-
vided abrief updatethat included thefollowing points:

+ TheUniversity of California Regents approved a modified sel ection processfor
freshman admissionson November 15, 2001.

+ Thepolicy replacesthe existing two-tiered processfollowed by campusesfor many
years.

* Theexigting two-tiered processrequired that 50to 75 % of all freshman arerequired
to be admitted based on academic criteriaexclusvely.

+ Under thenew process, the University will dlow theuseof dl 14 sdlection criteriafor
the admission of studentswithout the 50/70% requirement.

+ Thenew policy will take effect for the class of thefall of 2002.

Deputy Director Leveille asked staff member LindaWhiteto discussthe Eisenhower
program and shedid so briefly, saying amore detailed agendaitem about the Ei senhower
projectswould be presented in February. She mentioned that a$750,000 project has
been funded to work with principalsinthe L.A. Unified School Digtrict.

Commissioner Hammer asked if the $750,000 givento the L.A. Unified School Digtrict
isinaddition to the proposal by Governor Davisfor aningtitutefor 15,000 principals.
Ms. White said thefunding was separate and that the project funded under the Ei senhower
initiativeisworking with the superintendentsaswell.

Deputy Director Leveille asked staff member Cheryl Hickey to discussrecent devel op-
ment asregardsthe Education Doctorate. Ms. Hickey said that the University of Cali-
forniaand the State University have reached agreement on the expansion of joint doc-
torate programsin thefield of education. Referringtothelast pagein Tab 3that hasthe
provisions of the agreement outlined, she said the most important aspect of the agree-
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ment istheformation of ajoint CSU/UC board that will handle much of thedetailsof the
expangon.

Ms. Hickey said there has been agreement that therewill be start up funds provided by
both the University and the State University systemstotaling $4 million over the next
twoyears. Thejoint board will dso beresponsblefor looking at enrollment targetsthat
take someregiona needsinto consideration.

Ms. Hickey said the diplomaswill carry both UC and CSU designations and students
will pay UC-designated fees, with the State providing funding for the program at the
higher UC-levd. Shesadthepublic universtieswill bemoreactivein soliciting propos-
asfrom campuses, therewill be an expedited program approva process, and therewill
be more of abaanceintermsof sharing faculty responsibilitiesfor the students. She
sad that the Commission has statutory review authority for new joint programs between
UC and CSU.

Commissioner Rodriguez voiced support for the UC/CSU agreement, saying heishopeful
that thisapproach to ajoint EA.D. will prove abetter model. He said the Commission
haslearned that joint doctorate programs have been hit or missin the past and, witha
moreformal structure such as having aboard, the commitment of resourcesfrom both
parties, and the commitment to not having any one segment carry theload, thiscould
becomeamode for other joint programs.

Commissioner Hammer asked if a“CSU” bill would beintroduced and if therewasany
discussion about theahility to comeback infiveyearsto seeif thisprogramisworking.
If not, sheasked if the State University can come back and request alegidative change.
Ms. Hickey stated that it isbest for the Board of Trusteesor the Regentsto answer the
question but that staff has not heard of anything at thispoint.

Commissioner Hammer asked who would belooking at thisafew yearsdown theroad.
Ms. Hickey responded that she believesit isappropriate at sometimein thefuturefor
the Commissionto review thisprocessfor devel oping joint doctorate programsto as-
sesshow itisworking over time.

Deputy Director Leveille stated that thisisone of the reasonswhy the Commission has
expressed to both Chancellor Reed and President Atkinson aninterest to beinvolvedin
thejoint board. He said the Commission would most certainly be monitoring thisactiv-

ity.

Todd Greenspan, representing the University of Cdifornia, stated that theideawasto
create an expedited process and since the Commission doeshavereview authority, itis
appropriateto involvethe Commission early on. Hesaid thereview processisone of
thethingsthat slow the degree-program approva process. Thewholenotion of this
board isto expedite the programs, get them off the ground quickly, and put up the
money in advance.

Commissioner Montoyareported that the University of Californiais pleased about the
agreement. With regard to thefaculty graduate groups, sheasked if it isknown what
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theleve of reduced teaching would befor participating CaiforniaState University fac-
ulty.

Ms. Hickey said the answer isnot known at thistime by staff, and that it may betoo
early inthe processto answer thisquestion. However, Ms. Hickey speculated that the
reduction might vary from program to program and campusto campus. She staff will
follow thisissueasit develops.

Commissioner Campbell stated that, in avery short time, therewill be observable out-
comesinthejoint education doctorate program and it will either work or not.

Recess Chair Arkatov welcomed VemaM ontoyaand two new Commissioners, Robert Moore
fromthe CdiforniaCommunity CollegesBoard of Governorsand Commissioner Irwin
Field representing theindependent segment.

He then recessed the meeting at 2:17 p.m. in order to take ashort break.

Reconvene/guest  Chair Arkatov reconvened the California Postsecondary Education Commission on
presentations December 3“at 2:33 p.m. Heintroduced John Fairbank, senior partner of Fairbank,
Madlin, and Maulinto talk about bonds, community collegesand education in Cdifor-

nia

Mr. Fairbank discussed recent polling outcomesin California, stating that concernsabout
the economy and terrorism haverisen dramatically over thelast couple of months but
that theenergy crisesremainsthetopissueof concern. Education hasdippedtothethird
position, with 15 percent to 17 percent of people reporting education asthe most im-
portant issue. He said numbers can be mideading as education and supporting educa:
tion bondsisstill one of themost important issuesto voters.

In an overhead dide presentation, hereviewed several surveysthat weretakenin Au-
gust and June 2001 and used to hel p make decisions about the statewide education
bond. Some of the survey highlightswere:

+ 58 percent of respondents have only afair or poor opinion on how public education
isdoing regarding K-12.

+ Voterswill support bondsthat increasetheir taxeswhen they understand the need for
suchanincresse.

+ Thereisamuch higher perception, understanding, and awareness of the need tofix
local K-12 schools.

+ Of the 1,000 voters polled, aratio of almost two to one supported abond at the
$17-billionleve.

+ Asthe bond amount goesdown, support goesup dightly.

+ Thetop reason why voterswho opposed the measure did so was abelief that such
money ismisused, mismanaged and spent unwisdly.
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+ Voterswho are also Democrats heavily support the bond.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the California Postsecondary Education Commission at 3:08
p.m. in order to convene the Education Policy and Programs Committee.

Reconvene/Report
of theStatutory
Advisory
Committee

Chair Arkatov reconvened the Cadlifornia Postsecondary Education Commission at 4:30
p.m. and asked for the report of the Statutory Advisory Committee.

Todd Greenspan, chair of the Statutory Advisory Committee, reported that the com-
mittee had met the previous Wednesday and reviewed the meeting agenda. Oneof the
itemsfocused on wasthe Commission L egidativeand Budget priority item. Hereferred
to astatement initem 13, pagethreethat says. “ 1t should be State policy that there be
no feeincreasein excessof 10% for theyear 2002-03.” Hesaid al of the segments
agreethat they would like to keep fees down but they are facing an unprecedented
budget situation. All options need to be on thetable and ahard and fast statement that
afeeincrease should not be greater than afinite percentage may not be helpful at this
time.

Mr. Greenspan informed the Commission that the next phase of theregiond enrollment
demand study would be aregional enrollment demand study for theindependent col-
legesandfor theUniversity of Cdifornia. Hesuggested that it would be valuablefor the
Commission to withhold publication until all pieces of the study are completed. The
transfer item wasa so discussed. He said that, whiletheitem presentsgood information,
transfer isavery complex topic and someof the recent segmenta-level transfer achieve-
mentsare not necessarily reflected.

He said the segmentsreported on some current activities: (1) Theindependent colleges
have anew articulation system up and running; (2) the CaliforniaState University dis-
cussed acomprehensive eval uation of itsteacher education programs, (3) the commu-
nity collegesreported on someof their budget discussionsand aso on thefact that they
arenow receiving individual campusreportsfor Partnership for Excellence program;
and (4) the University of Cdiforniareported on comprehensive admissions.

Commissioner Montoyaasked Mr. Greenspan if, during the committee’ sdiscussionon
fees, whether the di stinction was made between raising fees for professional school
students versus undergraduatesin L etters and Science. He stated that the discussion
wasat agenera level and that concern wasvoiced by some committee members about
the statement that there should not be afee increase in excess of 10% without any
exceptionsor referenceto the potential of an emergency fisca situation.

KarenY everton, representing the State University system, commented that adefinitive
statement of 10% under al circumstances did not leave the conversation opento all
options. Staff member Karl Engelbach indicated that the Commission’ sFisca Policy
and Analysis Committeeisplanning to hold aspecia meeting to discussbudget situa-
tionsin January. At that meeting, itisanticipated that the systemswill be asked to
respond to questionsregarding plansrelating to student fees.
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Chair Arkatov added that there are other issuesthat have been raised, specifically the
University of Caifornia shigher out-of-state graduate fees. Some believethosefees
prevent recruitment of the brightest out-of-state students and should therefore bere-
duced.

In addition, Chair Arkatov noted the recent release of areport called The National
rvey on Sudent Engagement. He said that, although it had not received much press
coverage, it surveyed 155,000 studentsin 470 four-year colleges around the country to
determine how studentsarelearning. However, he said, the segmentsare not releasing
theinformation ontheindividua resultsof that survey. Hesaid suchinformation could
be obtained through aFreedom Of Information Act request. He requested, with con-
currence of the Commission, that the Statutory Advisory Committee report back from
the segments about any plansto release the actua report results.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the California Postsecondary Education Commission meeting
at 4:49 p.m. until thefollowing morning.

Calltoorder

Commission Chair Arkatov called the Tuesday December 4, 2001 meeting of the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission to order at 8:50 am. inthe Fine Arts
Complex of the West Los Angeles College, 9000 S. Overland Avenue, Culver City,
Cdifornia. Heasked for acal of theroll.

Call of therall

AnnaGomez called theroll and al Commissionerswere present except Field, Hammer,
Izumi, Johnson, and Rodriguez. Commissioner Wilson arrived after thecall of theroll.

Welcome of guests

Chair Arkatov introduced and welcomed Chancdlor Mark Drummond of the Los An-
geesCommunity College Didtrict to discussitemsof interest to the Commission.

Chancellor Drummond said some 135,000 students are served by the Los Angeles
Community CollegeDidtrict. The servicesrangebroadly fromlanguage skillsto knowl-
edge about the system and country in order to gain citizenship, and includesaregistered
nurse program.

He discussed funding issues and the idea of Partnerships for Excellence. He said
Partnerships for Excellenceis a sloppy approach to outcomes-based funding be-
cause of poor measurability and design. Mr. Drummond added, however, that itis
better than nothing; progressisbeing madewith it and everyoneisgrateful for thefund-

ing.

Chancellor Drummond discussed therationale for community collegefunding froma
socia-justice perspective. He said thereisan implied promise of equivalency of lower
division educationinthe Master Plan. He presented the Commission with agraphic
display asareminder to show what happened with sector funding since Prop. 13. He
pointed out that 1977 — 78 Community Collegefunding started out at $1,500 per FT in
comparison with $7,100 per FTE inthe University of Californiasystem. The 2000—
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2001 numbers show that community colleges are up to $4,600 per FTE compared with
$25,000 per FTE for UC. Hereiterated that thereisapromise of parity and recom-
mended the engagement of avery seriouslower-division cost study, which, hesaid,
should beafully loaded cost mode.

Commissioner Schultz asked what thejustification isfor studentsat UC toreceivea
disproportionate amount of funding compared to that received by the CaliforniaCom-

munity Colleges.

Chancellor Drummond replied that theimportance of research universitiesto the State
crestesamassivefunding magnet. Hesaid thecommunity collegesin Cdiforniasmply
never got onthetrainand arein apolitica vacuum.

Deputy Director Leveille asked what effect Proposition 98 and the community college
linkageto K — 12 have on how much money the community college syslemisobtaining.
Chance lor Drummond stated that Proposition 98 isan obviousredity. Hesadif Propo-
sition 98 wereleft doneasit should be, and produced proceeds on an annua basis, the
community collegeswould have 2.7 billion additiona dollarsover thelife of the propo-
gtionto date.

Commissioner Jhin said this message should be heard by California’ sgovernor and
legidatorsand suggested mobilizing the 1.6 million studentsin the community college
system aspolitica congtituents.

Commissioner Singh stated that in making inroadswith the L egislature on theimpor-
tance of community colleges, the emphasisof economic vaueto the Statewill be most
hepful.

Chair Arkatov thanked Chancellor Drummond and introduced Frank Quiambao, in-
terim president, West LosAngelesCollege.

President Quiambao wel comed the Commission and described somefeatures of the
West Los Angeles College. He outlined plansto build seven new buildingsand an
additiona accessroad at the West Los Angelescampus. Hesaid the collegeisworking
on partnershipswith school digtricts, whichincludeInglewood, L.A. Unified and Culver
City.

President Quiambao referred to the discussions of the possibility of the CSU system
offering doctorates becausethe UC systemisnot fulfilling theneed. Herelated thedis-
cussonstotheideathat some programsat the community collegelevel could be changed
from awarding only Associate of Artsdegreeto awarding Bacca aureate degreesin ar-
easwhich have aneed that UC and CSU are not meeting. He described the Dental
Hygieneand Aviation programsat West Los Angeles College and thefact that whenthe
studentsgraduate from such programs, thereisno placein Southern Cdiforniafor them
to get a Baccalaureate degree awarded by apublicinstitution. He suggested that the
Commission serioudy look at community colleges, and where necessary, grant the op-
portunity for them to award Baccal aureate degrees.
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Recess Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission meeting at 9:30 am. in order to set up for the
nextinformationitem.

Reconvene/  Chair Arkatov reconvened the Commission meeting at 9:40 am. Heintroduced Com-
Studenttransfer  mission staff member ZoAnn Laurenteto lead off the discussion session on student

discussion session  trandfer.

Ms. Laurente reminded the Commission that it had participated in apanel discussion
heldin June 2000 with the segmentd representativeson the then-recently adopted transfer
agreements between and among the community colleges, UC, CSU and the Indepen-
dent ingtitutions. She said the current discussion and presentationsare designed to help
further advance the student-transfer discussion.

Staff member Kevin Woolfork stated that the CdiforniaHigher Education Master Plan
putsapremium on students' ability totransfer. Because community collegestudentsare
by far thelargest body of postsecondary education students, the Stateis challenged to
facilitate the successful transfer of more students. He said athemerunsthrough dl of the
Commission’ sreports. thereisaneed for increased and improved information on stu-
dent flow to be devel oped and shared more effectively among and between the higher
education systemsand policy makers.

Ms. Kate Clark, acommunity college faculty member, discussed the Intersegmental
Major Preparation Articulated Curriculum (IMPAC) project aswell as her persond
and organizationa observationsregarding student transfer. Shesaid IMPAC isaninter-
segmental faculty-driven approach to some of theissuesrelated to student transfer. It
dartedin a1996 meeting attended by faculty articulation officersand counsdors. Transfer
wasinitially looked at from astudent’ s perspective; studentswere reporting that they
often had to repeat courses or the content within the courses, which had the result of
delaying their transfer and/or upon transfer, delaying the compl etion of the courses.

From the faculty perspective, studentswho cameto UC and CSU often were under-
prepared to meet the demands of thework required inagiven mgor. Most students
who transfer to UC or CSU have attended two or more community colleges. Because
of differencesintheofferingsat various community colleges, sudents may missimpor-
tant modulesand therefore haveto repesat courses. She said thefaculty-to-faculty reso-
lution of transfer issuesisvery important, and there are thingsthat only faculty can
address. IMPAC istheexemplar of thefollowing Commission conclusion:

The Commission concluded that while policies, programs, and serviceswereadl
important components, transfer reliesmost significantly on person to person
interaction transfer occursin large measure because of the thoughtful persond
interactions between counsd orsor faculty and their sudents, between articula-
tion officers, and between the faculty within and between disciplines.

Ms. Clark said the I ntersegmental Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS) agreed to
sponsor theIMPAC project that isacumulative, recursive, and an ongoing effort. She
explained how articulation officerswork with IMPAC. IMPAC workswith the Cali-
fornialntersegmental Articulation Counsel (CIAC) toidentify and recruit articulation
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officerswho are each assigned to aspecific disciplineto track its progress, to answer
faculty questions, and to explain the articul ation process about which most discipline
faculty arewoefully ignorant. Shesaid IMPAC workswith faculty and articulation offic-
ersinvariousregionsto create and modify articulation agreements. She added that the
CSU corealignment projectsare not duplicative of thework of IMPAC becausethose
projects cannot makeintersegmenta determinations.

Ms. Clark presented threeindications of IMPAC’ sprogress.

+ Thedeveopment of an engineering/physica sciencedternativeto the Intersegmenta
Genera Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC).

+ Adoption and recommendation of amodul e approach which identifieswhat arethe
essential modules of ingtruction particularly in Biology, Chemistry, and Physics.

¢ Theintroduction of an integrated Chemistry coursefor Nursing and other allied
programs.

Jose Michel, Director of the CaliforniaArticulation Numbering (CAN) system, de-
scribed articulation and how the CAN program isworking with collegesto provide
common course numbersfor lower-division courses. He explained the processin look-
ing at course content and standards between variousinstitutionsto negotiate agree-
ments.

Eric Taggart, director of ASSIST, provided adocument to the Commissionersfor ref-
erence and described thetraditional articulation process asa so important to student
transfer. He said universitiesand colleges must continueto work with their traditiona
articulation processesto figure out comparisonsand transfer information for thewhole
breadth of coursesthat students may betaking.

He said ASSIST was brought about years ago as a common place for students to
obtaininformation on course articulation and is California sofficial sourcefor course
articulationinformation. Itschargeisto represent whatever has been established an
officid throughtraditional articulation, IMPAC, CAN and any other processthat deds
with articulation agreement. ASSIST isfunded by the L egidature through thethree
public systemsof higher education; it hasgoverning board with faculty, staff and system
officerepresentatives; and CPEC sitsas an ex-officio member of the board. Every
collegeand university hasan official ASSIST contact asthe universitiesdo most of the
data-entry work. Aseach university establishesitsown processfor articulation, it can
be very confusing for students. Recommended standardsfor the articulation process
from ICAS or somefaculty-based groupisdesrable. 1t hasawebstea www.asss.org.

Commissioner Wilson asked if therewasany effort tointroduce ASSI ST to high school
seniors. Mr. Taggart reported that there are marketing plansthat have been devel oped
which contain thingsthat are high school focused. The organi zation attends CSU and
UC counsdlor conferencesto which high schoolsareinvited, and ASSIST encourages
the community collegesthat have 2 + 2 programswith high schoolsto talk about AS-
SIST. Hesaditisanimportant point that needs morefocus.
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Commission Vice Chair Chandler asked if thereisamechanismfor counsdorstoget al
of theinformation. Mr. Taggart said counselorsuse ASSIST actively and one of the
respongibilitiesof theofficid ASSIST contact at every collegeand university isto make
suretheir counseling and transfer staff know about and use ASSIST correctly. Ms.
L aurente added that there are anumber of annual training counsel ors opportunities,
includinglarge conferences.

Commissioner Jhinasked if it wasnot thejob of the counselor to ensurethat studentsdo
not lose credit upon transfer and that the student takesthe proper courses. Mr. Taggart
stated that, if acounsel or were hel ping astudent follow the articul ation agreement that
was established by the university, that student would not lose any credit.

Commissioner Jhinsaid itisacounselor’ sjob not to make mistakesinthisarea. He
asked how often counselors are re-orientated to ensure that they do not make mistakes
that impact students.

Mr. Woolfork stated that one of the concernsthe Commission has expressed withits
earlier reportsisthat many the opportunitiesfor formalized interactions between coun-
sdlorsat community collegesand faculty at four-year systemshave disgppeared withthe
last recession and many community colleges counse ors have had to take on secondary
duties. Additionally, he explained that the number of counselorsat colleges, aswell as
theformal conferenceswhere articulation officerswould meet and talk, has decreased
sgnificantly.

Commissioner Moore noted that there are many policy issuesthat had not comeupin
thediscussion and asked Kate Clark to briefly advise the Commissionerson discussions
relating to how transfer can be evaluated within the community collegerealm. She
responded noting thefollowing discussion points:

+ Whendiscussing transfer issues, itisalmost exclusively regarding transfer to four-
year inditutions.

+ The community colleges have done their own work with the National Student
Clearinghouse and caught 33,000 additional transfersto other privateinstitutionsin

the United States. Those numbersare very important and have not been measuredin
the Commission’ sdocumentation.

+ Whilethe Commission’ sdocument talksabout transfer asthe mission of thecommunity
collegesitis, infact, only oneof the colleges missons.

+ TheAcademic Senateisworking with othersto devise an gppropriate mechanismin
CdiforniaCommunity Collegestolook at transfer rates, the notion of what congtitutes
atransfer rate and how to determinetherate.

+ Severa important elementsthat need to be considered when discussing transfer rates
are the notions of transfer prepared, transfer eligible, transfer capacity and
transfer ratesasapercentage of the studentsthat are enrolled in the other missions.

Mr. Woolfork stated that it isfully understood that the missionsof all three of the public
higher education systemsare very broad and the discussion focuseson transfer only.
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HesadtheMagter Plan’ sdesignation of transfer isvery important in facilitating student
progress.

Commissioner Campbell noted that remarkabl e progress has occurred in the area of
student transfer and asked what has happened with AA degree programsand how they
figureinthediscussons.

Ms. Laurente stated that getting an Associate of Artsdegree as part of the transfer
processisgenerally not the goal of thetransfer student. She noted that historically,
federal regulationswould award financial aid to students so long asthey had not yet
achieved their educationa goa. Receiving an AA was consdered an educational goal
and studentswould losetheir financia aid; they would haveto re-apply and havetheir
eligibility re-assessed in order move on to aBaccalaureate degree. Shesaid thisisno
longer thecaseinthefederd guideinesbut it hasbeen apsychological factor that started
decades ago.

Chair Arkatov asked the pandistswhat, in terms of evaluation, the Commission could
dotobring thereality of transfer in linewith expectationsfor thetransfer process. Mr.
Taggart sated that thereare somevery seriousfunding issueswith ASSIST that need to
beaddressedif ASSIST istoretainitsfunctionality.

Presentation by
Rick Simpson,
Policy Director for
the Speaker of the
Assembly

Chair Arkatov introduced Rick Simpson, policy director for the Speaker of the Assem-
bly. Heasked Mr. Simpson to share histhoughts on the educational bond measure
including itstiming and dollar amount.

Mr. Simpson stated that it appears most likely, and almost certain that the next educa
tion bond will appear on the November 2002 genera eection ballot. He explained that
there has been some recent conversationsregarding placing aportion of the education
bond measure on the earlier March ballot as part of an economic stimulus packagethe
governor hasbeen considering. Hesaid for anumber of political and policy reasonshe
doesnot believethiswill occur.

Mr. Simpson described education bond measure AB 16 and acompanion measure by
Senator Chesebro that went to atwo-house Conference Committee at the end of last
session. Alsointhe Conference Committeewere approximately six policy billslargely
related to the rules under which K-12 school sreceive funding from capita outlay. He
reported that when the L egidature reconvenesin January the Conference Committee
would pick up whereit left off. He expressed the Speaker’ sview astrying to havethe
body concludeitswork product and put measures out on the floors of the two houses
by the end of January 2002.

Hesald there ssemsto be strong public support for educational bonds, the public seems
to berelatively insengitive to dollar amounts, but nonethel essthe bond measure will
requireared support campaign. Herecommended giving thosewho will be supporting
the bond measure asmuch time as possibleto put together acampaignin order to make
successmorelikely. He characterized the upcoming State Budget asa“largetrain wreck”
and said it would be better if the discussion about the merits of an education bond
measure was not mixed up with other issues.
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Whenthe L egidature adjourned in December, arough consensusregarding thegenera
architecture of bondswasreached. The bond measuresfor the 2002 - 2004 el ection
cycleswere before the Conference Committee and both were proposed at $11.4 bil-
lion. Withinthe$11.4 billion, the proposal wasthat when the confereesreturn, staff is
going to represent that $9.1 billion should go for K-12 and $2.3 billion for postsecond-
ary education in both bond measures.

He said the proposal before the conferees regarding the higher education portion of
each of themeasuresare asfollows:

+ $660 million each for UC and CSU;

+ $860millionfor CdiforniaCommunity Colleges,

+ $60millionfor joint useandintersegmenta facilities; and
+ $60millionfor new and off center campuses.

Mr. Simpson related that there seemsto beafairly strong sentiment in both houses of
the Legidature and the Governor’ s Officeto tilt the distribution of the capital outlay
funding disproportionately inthedirection of the community colleges.

It was noted that the Commission hasinterest in providing somefunding for joint useor
intersegmental kinds of facilitieson aset-aside or policy bases. Mr. Smpsonsaid this
was something that will be proposed at the staff level to the Conference Committee
memberswhen they return, andit isalso anissuethat has captured interest at the K-12
levd.

Chair Arkatov asked Mr. Simpson to hel p the Commission with theformalization of the
joint-use document, asthere are no formal joint-use blueprints. He asked how afor-
malized joint-use blueprint could be integrated into the bond measure.

Mr. Simpson responded that the Commission has already started the processas Com-
mission staff provided draft language for abond measure. He said some overarching
bodieslikethe Commission should devel op some criteriafor the categories of sudents
and thekinds of programs served by thejoint-use component.

Commissioner Moore suggested that there are some model sthat could provide abasis
for somelanguage. The San Francisco Community College District partnership with
locd universities, whichisinthemidst of constructing facilitiesfor their joint use, was
exemplified. He suggested looking at some programsthat have worked to possibly
easetheway towards providing acceptablelanguage. Herecommended aprovisionfor
input from the segments.

Chair Arkatov asked Mr. Simpson to share histhoughts on student fees. Mr. Smpson
responded that the upcoming budget, on apercentage basis, will not be asbad asthe
1991-1992 budget, nevertheless an increasein student fees offset by appropriate stu-
dent financid aid will bealikely option.

Deputy Director Levelllethanked Mr. Smpsonfor hiswillingnesstojoin with staff and
for providing hisremarks. He said saff hasbeen working diligently to advance some of
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the Commission’ sinterestsasit rel atesto the bond measure. Hereminded the Com-
mission that thejoint facilitiesnotionisnot new and that the CaliforniaCommunity Col-
legesand the State University have been engaged in such activity for at least 25 years.
Heinformed the Commissionthat it istheintention of staff to provide aseriesof recom-
mendationsthat relateto the guiddinesfor new campuses at the February Commission
mesling.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission meeting at 11:35 amin order to convenethe
Governmental RelationsCommittee.

Reconvene/Report
of theNominating
Committee,
MelindaWilson,
Chair

Chair Arkatov reconvened the CdiforniaPostsecondary Education Commissonat 11:50
am. He asked Commissioner Wilsonto report on the Nominating Committee date of
officersfor 2002.

Committee Chair Wilson reported that, at the October Commission mesting, the nomi-
nating committee, consisting of Commissioners Welinsky, Rodriguez, and hersdlf, rec-
ommended adate of officersfor 2002. To that date, she proposed an amendment to
subgtitute Commissioner Robert L. Mooreasvice chair of the Governmenta Relations
Committeein place of former Commissioner Phillip Forhan. She stated that Commis-
soner Moorewould aso liketo bemember of the Fiscal Policy and Analysis Commit-
tee and asked Chair Arkatov to takethisinto consideration. Chair Wilson madeamo-
tion to approvethe recommended date of officers, asrevised, and it was seconded and
approved by vote.

Revision of
Commission

M eeting Dates for
2002 and proposed
datesfor 2003.

Chair Arkatov recommended the February 4" and 5" 2002 meeting dates scheduled
for Los Angeles be changed to Sacramento. In addition, he suggested that the April,
June and July meetingsin 2002 a so occur in Sacramento, with the December meeting
possibly being in San Francisco.

Commissoner Chandler explained that it hasbeen very vauableto have on-9te” meetings
and suggested that Commissionerstake the opportunity to visit campus sitesin their
aress, interact with local administrators, and to bring back information to the Commis-
gon.

Commissioner Schultz said the budget crunch isthe reason she was concerned with
conducting meetings acrossthe state. The Commission needsto keep expensesdown
and conducting meetingsin Sacramento to do this. Shenoted that many staff members
recelveno additiona compensationfor theextrawork they putinwhileontravel. There-
fore, having meetingsin Sacramento isalso away to reward staff. She commended
staff for their hard work and patience. Commissionerswho havethetimewill bemore
than willing to go to the offices of the el ected officia sthat need to hear from the Com-
missionersthemselvesfor the purpose of achieving agreater impact.

A motion was made to accept the new meeting schedule, asrevised, and it was sec-
onded and approved without dissent.
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Report of the  Committee Chair Welinsky offered the gpproval of therevised matrix of Statelegidation
Governmental asamotion. It was seconded and approved.
Relations
Committee

Report of the  Committee Chair Jhin said the Commission hasreceived thereport on Regional Higher
Educational Policy ~ Education Enrollment Demand Study and that the Committee had approved that re-
andPrograms port. He made amotion to adopt the report; it was seconded and approved without

Committee  dissent.

Report of the  Chair Arkatov said ameeting washeld November 2™ regarding ongoing personnel and

Executive organizationd issueswiththedirector. A motionwasmadeto postponethe Committee

Committee  on Education Code Section 66905 discussion until the next meeting when Director Fox
could attend. It was seconded and approved to postpone the discussion.

Other business Chair Arkatov stated that part of the hope for the meeting at West L.A. Community
Collegewasto highlight that it isatruly important regiona component. Heasked Com-
missioner Mooreto share some closing thoughts.

Commissioner Mooregaveabrief presentation based on his perspective asaBoard of
Governors member and as Chair of the Board of Governors Fiscal Committee, onthe
driving issueswithin the community colleges. Last year, hesaid, the Board of Gover-
nors set an agendawith six priorities:

+ Working onthe Budget.
* Producing apublic awareness marketing campaign.

+ Human resources, faculty devel opment and greater diversity amongst faculty and
adminigrators.

+ Workforce devel opment.
+ Madgter Plan.
+ Performance monitoring and accountability.

Commissioner Moore said progresswas madein al the priority areas and that issues
raised in Chancellor Drummond’ s presentation on the funding will continueto come be-
forethe Commission. Hesaid agroup hasbeen formed within the Chancellor’ s Office
to discussfunding of community colleges concerningwhat it really will taketo accom-
plishthesevarious missions. He described the prevailing concept that says, “If you are
going to give moreto one segment, then you haveto take something from somebody
ese” Hesadthat hebeievesthereisadynamic buildinginthe State, particularly within
the community college arena, to break out of that box.

Adjournment  Having no further business, Chair Arkatov adjourned the meeting at 12:12 p.m.
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